This study, a secondary analysis of data from a phonetic accommodation study, considers the default behaviour of speakers in accommodating to another speaker in an interaction. Should convergence or maintenance be considered the default behaviour? There is inherent acoustic variation in our speech. Every time we produce a sound, such as a voiceless stop in English, it varies along some phonetic dimension, such as voice onset time (VOT). We might expect that, in the absence of any external influence, these voiceless stops will be realized with VOT longer than their overall mean 50% of the time and with VOT shorter than their overall mean 50% of the time. During interaction with another person, however, studies in social-psychology have suggested that lack of adjustment (maintenance) may be akin to divergence (Tong et al. 1999 ). In addition, convergence is a fairly robust finding in studies of accommodation and imitation (e.g. Nielsen 2011; Babel 2012), suggesting that perhaps the default behaviour in interaction is convergence. The purpose of this talk is to introduce these points of view, discuss the factors that may affect our interpretation, and facilitate discussion on this issue, which has implications for the growing body of research investigating accommodation.
INTRODUCTION

Phonetic accommodation
1 is the adjustment of the acoustic-phonetic properties of speech in response to the auditory exposure to the speech of another talker. Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT: Giles 1973) predicts that a speaker in an interaction will either converge towards her interlocutor (that is, adjust her speech to become more similar to the interlocutor) or diverge away from her interlocutor (adjust her speech to become less similar). Under CAT, these adjustments are socially motivated, with speakers converging in order minimize social distance between themselves and their interlocutors, and diverging in order to increase social distance, accentuate distinctiveness or show disdain for their interlocutors (e.g. Shepard, Giles & Le Poire 2001) . Whether a particular speaker would be more likely to converge or to diverge seems to depend on a variety of factors, particularly social factors. For example, previous studies have found that phonetic accommodation is affected by a speaker's attitude towards a model speaker (Abrego-Collier, Grove, Sonderegger & Yu, 2011) , attractiveness (Black, 2012) and prototypicality of a model speaker's voice (Babel, McGuire, Nicholls & Walters, 2012) , implicit racial bias (Babel, 2012) , regional dialect bias (Babel, 2010) , and closeness between speakers (Pardo, Cajori Jay & Krauss, 2012) .
In addition to converging or diverging, a speaker could make no change in her pronunciation as a result being exposed to another talker's speech, a phenomenon known as maintenance (Shepard et al. 2001) . The purpose of this paper is to briefly explore which of these three approximation strategies (convergence, divergence or maintenance) should be considered the default or expected accommodation pattern in an interaction, using data from MacLeod (2012). The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: next, we consider the expected default behaviour of speakers with respect to accommodation when no external influence in present, following that we briefly outline the study presented in MacLeod (2012) and discuss some specific results that bear on the current discussion, and lastly we argue that convergence should be considered the default accommodation pattern.
VARIATION AND ACCOMMODATION
There is inherent variation in our speech along a myriad of acoustic parameters. For example, if an English speaker were to produce a list of words containing the voiceless velar stop /k/, we could measure the voice onset time (VOT) of the stops and calculate a mean. If after a short interlude the speaker were to produce the same list of words a second time, we could compare the VOT of each of the words against her mean VOT from the first reading. In the absence of any external influences 2 (such as being exposed to the speech of another person) between the readings, we would expect that in the second reading our speaker would produce /k/ with a VOT that is higher than her original mean 50% of the time while producing /k/ with a VOT lower than her original mean 50% of the time. That is, in the absence of any external influence on our speaker we would expect to find that her production of the VOT in /k/ in the second reading varies randomly around the mean from the first.
If this pattern is the expected default pattern when there is no external influence, should it be the baseline against which we compare changes in production when there is an external influence, such as interacting with another speaker or listening to a model talker's voice? For example, if our speaker read the list of words containing /k/, then listened over headphones to a different talker producing those words where the VOT had been extended, and then produced the word list again (as in Nielsen 2011), we might expect some deviation from the random variation pattern discussed above. Perhaps the speaker would adjust her VOT values to become more similar to (to converge to) those she listened to (as was found in Nielsen 2011). In that case, we would not expect the VOTs produced in the second reading to straddle the first reading mean with 50% on either side; instead, we might see for example 60% of the second reading tokens having a higher VOT than the first reading mean, leaving 40% having a lower VOT. If this pattern differed statistically significantly from the 50%-50% default pattern when no intervening influence were introduced, we would attribute the difference to the effect of the speaker having been exposed to extended VOT between the readings of the word list.
However, as mentioned previously, in addition to converging and diverging, speakers may also make no significant shift in production towards or away from a model talker or interlocutor; that is, they may show maintenance (Shepard et al. 2001 ). As we have seen, maintenance is the expected behaviour when a speaker is not exposed to the speech of another talker: no external influence means no change. Does this entail that if a speaker maintains her pronunciation after listening to a different talker's speech that having listened to the different talker had no effect? Does no change mean no external influence? These questions will be considered through the lens of a finding of MacLeod (2012), discussed below.
THE DATA: CONVERGENCE OR MAINTENANCE
MacLeod (2012) explored the role that perceptual salience plays in affecting the pattern of phonetic accommodation on 6 phonetic or phonological differences between two dialects of Spanish (Buenos Aires Spanish and Madrid Spanish). In that study, pairs of speakers of the two dialects (11 pairs in total) engaged in conversation together (thereby being exposed to the other dialect) and performed a word reading task before and after the conversation. The word list was made up of 167 Spanish tokens containing the 6 dialectal differences. The particular relevant acoustic measurements for the dialectal difference found in each of the tokens were taken (see MacLeod 2012 for details) and the productions pre-conversation were compared to those post-conversation. Both the magnitude of the change as well as the direction of the change (converging towards the other dialect or diverging away from it) was calculated. Perceptual salience of the 6 dialectal differences was measured via a dialect recognition task. The results determined that there was a significant effect of perceptual salience on the magnitude of the adjustments that the participants made from pre-to post-conversation in that as salience of the dialectal differences increased, so did the magnitude of the changes the participants made. On the other hand, there was no consistent effect of salience on the likelihood of the speakers to converge or diverge, suggesting that the propensity to converge or diverge is speaker specific.
While the role of perceptual salience in phonetic accommodation is not of interest here, the data obtained in MacLeod (2012) present an opportunity to consider what the default accommodation behaviour of speakers in an interaction might be expected to be. As noted above, there are many social factors that can affect whether an individual speaker will be likely to converge or diverge to her interlocutor, however, at the group level we may be able to see overarching patterns that reflect general tendencies that may be meaningful for understanding the default behaviour in accommodation.
Taking the data from all 22 participants and all 6 dialectal differences from MacLeod (2012) together, 59% of the tokens produced showed an adjustment towards (convergence towards) the mean of the other dialect and the remaining 41% shifted away from (diverged from) the other dialect. A chi-square test for proportions finds that the 59%-41% ratio is statistically significantly different from 50%-50% (Ȥ 2 (1, N=2967) = 43.9866, p<0.0001). Since the proportion of tokens converged upon is statistically significantly higher than 50%, this suggests that, on the whole, the participants have converged. This finding held when the two dialects were split apart. The Buenos Aires Spanish (BAS) speakers converged on 58% of the tokens they produced (which was significantly higher than 50%: (Ȥ 2 (1, N=1483) = 17.169, p<0.0001), while the Madrid Spanish (MS) speakers converged on 60% of the tokens they produced (also significantly higher than 50%: (Ȥ 2 (1, N=1484) = 27.0414, p<0.0001). This overall finding that convergence is more likely supports other research on phonetic accommodation. For example, Lewandowski (2012) finds in her study of accommodation by second language learners that convergence is the most common pattern. Also, Kim (2012) found that out of 33 different configurations of speaker language/dialect, acoustic measure, and word type that the most common pattern was convergence in 27 of those configurations. If frequency of occurrence of a pattern is an indication of its being default, these results suggest that within an interaction convergence may be the default pattern. However, if we dig down to a particular dialectal difference investigated in MacLeod (2012) we find an instance where our interpretation of the default behaviour in accommodation affects the significance of the finding. This dialectal difference is the differing realization of the voiceless denti-alveolar fricative /s/ between BAS and MS. In Northern and Central Spain, encompassing Madrid, the most common realization of /s/ is the apico-alveolar [s ] , whereas the predominant realization in the rest of the Spanish-speaking world, including in Buenos Aires, is the lamino-alveolar [s] (Hualde, 2005, p. 47; Piñeros, 2009, p. 136) . The point of constriction of the MS apical [s ] is somewhat farther back than that of the BAS laminal [s] (Piñeros, 2009, p. 272) . In MacLeod (2012), the MS speakers were found to converge on 66% of the tokens involving /s/ (a proportion statistically significantly higher than 50%: (Ȥ 2 (1, N=209) = 10.3472, p<0.01), while the BAS speakers converged on only 49% of such tokens (which did not differ from 50%: (Ȥ 2 (1, N=209) = 0.0215, p>0.1). A further test of equal proportions finds that the behaviour of the BAS speakers (converging on 49% of the tokens involving /s/) differs significantly from the behaviour of the MS speakers (converging on 66% of these tokens: (Ȥ 2 (1, N=418) = 11.9862, p<0.001)).
DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS
There are two ways to interpret the accommodation patterns produced by the BAS and MS speakers on /s/ in MacLeod (2012). The first is that the MS speakers had no influence on the BAS speakers since the BAS speakers were equally likely to converge (49% of tokens) as to diverge (51% of tokens) from pre-conversation to postconversation, which is the outcome we would expect in the absence of any external influence. Although the BAS speakers did converse with the MS participants, it is possible that this exposure had no effect on how the BAS speakers produced /s/. Under this interpretation, only the MS speakers, with their 66% convergence towards the BAS norms, show a significant or interesting result. The second way to interpret the accommodation patterns on Spanish /s/ is that the MS speakers, who show convergence as a group, have the less exceptional pattern since convergence was the overall finding of the study and since other studies have suggested that convergence may be the default behaviour when speakers are exposed to another talker (such as in Kim (2012) and Lewandowski (2012) discussed above). Under this interpretation, the BAS speakers have the more exceptional accommodation pattern for /s/ since, despite being exposed to the speech of another talker where convergence would be expected, they show no adjustment in pronunciation.
The expectation that a speaker will not show any significant shifts in pronunciation when there is no external influence present is straightforward. Applying this expectation to interactions between speakers or when a speaker is exposed to a model talker allows us to find significance in the pattern when we see evidence of speakers adjusting their pronunciation towards that of their interlocutor or model talker. However, while maintenance is surely the default behaviour with no external influence present, an interaction between speakers is a fundamentally different situation from one in which a single talker speaks. For example, during an interaction a speaker aims to communicate effectively with his interlocutor, making use of discourse strategies and markers to assure his partner's understanding (e.g. Lenk 1998), articulating sounds and words sufficiently clearly (e.g. Hazan & Baker 2011) , and adhering to conversational maxims (e.g. Scotton 1983 ). Since the presence or absence of an interactional partner creates an important difference between the two situations, we cannot expect that the default behaviour in the two situations will be the same. Communication Accommodation Theory posits that speakers converge to minimize social distance or facilitate communication while they diverge to increase social distance, accentuate distinctiveness or show disdain (Giles 1973; Shepard et al. 2001) . Certainly which of these paths a speaker would follow is highly individual, but we might expect that in most situations speakers would prefer to communicate effectively and have a positive social interaction. Chartrand & Bargh (1999) suggest that positive evaluations of social interactions and of interaction partners are increased when participants mirror each other's behaviours. If participants in an interaction generally want it to proceed smoothly and be evaluated positively, convergence seems to be a way to accomplish this, further suggesting that convergence will be more common than maintenance or divergence. In the absence of any specific hostility between two speakers, it seems likely that speakers will converge. If this is the case, then convergence should be considered the default behaviour in an interaction. Any deviation from the convergence pattern then, would be exceptional. And although maintenance may seem uninteresting from the perspective of statistically significant shifts in the realization of acoustic parameters, under a CAT approach, the lack of change may be interpreted as socially significant. As noted by Shepard, Giles and Le Poire (2001) , Tong, Hong, Lee & Chiu (1999) suggest that maintenance may be "psychologically equivalent" (Shepard et al. 2001: 35) to divergence. Under this approach, maintenance is considered an approximation strategy, rather than a lack of effect.
The purpose of this short paper was to introduce the idea that what we expect the default accommodation pattern to be in an interaction has implications for which findings we consider meaningful or relevant. We argued that despite the inherent individual level variation in the likelihood of converging, diverging or maintaining during an interaction, higher level patterns suggest that convergence is the most likely finding when adjustments are considered across groups (Kim 2012; Lewandowski 2012; MacLeod 2012) . That convergence seems to be most frequently found suggests that it should be considered the default pattern in accommodation. Further to this, we argued that if we take maintenance (or lack of adjustment) to be the default pattern then any finding of maintenance suggests that the exposure to a different talker had no effect on the speakers, which is at odds with the predictions of Communication Accommodation Theory (Shepard et al. 2001) . By taking convergence as the default we are able to recognize significant changes in production as speakers attempt to align their speech with their interlocutors as well as lack of changes that may represent specific strategies to avoid aligning with an interlocutor. Whether maintenance patterns are truly attempts to avoid alignment, whether they reflect a lack of effect of being exposed to another
